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INTRODUCTION
When we were selected to present an interactive session at LOEX, we decided to take the "interactive" idea a step further.
Instead of a presentation with some participatory parts, we decided have fun with the project and treat it almost like a class—one
that was completely gamified. Our choice of game type was influenced by multiple factors, including our own work styles,
unforeseen absence of a team member (and their knowledge), our own experience of successful gamification, and our desired
learning outcomes. The result was a game-based presentation that became a very interactive workshop with enthusiastic participants
that left with gamification ideas and excited about the potential incorporation of gamified elements in their library instruction sessions
and orientations.

THE DESIGNERS
Together, three of us were responsible for the inspiration and creation of our presentation and game. Lorin Flores is our
early adopter of gamification and online tools/platforms. Gamifying instruction and outreach for over 8 years, Lorin uses both
gamification and technology as just two of many tools to keep library outreach interactive, her instruction fresh, and her students
engaged. Tricia Boucher started working on gamification in 2014 and has worked for three years with Lorin and others to design
games for outreach programming, including for Bobcat Preview (orientation for incoming freshmen) and CAP Camp (a P-16
initiative for high school students). Tricia is now starting to work on small gamified insertions into regular one-shot instruction
sessions. Megan's experience in gamification was inspired by Tricia and Lorin's work, and she has created a "Batman Forever"themed escape room and scavenger hunt for student worker and staff trainings.
The three of us work in very different styles, both independently and collaboratively. Navigating the differences made
aspects of creating our game workshop challenging, though we ultimately came to realize our work styles were complementary.
Through the process of creating this game, we found out that we are:
•
•
•

One process-oriented, step-by-step creator that works in an organized fashion (Megan),
One associative, out-loud processor of group ideas that then percolate while watching TV (Tricia), and
One sticky-brained early adopter, idea-generator and facilitator (Lorin).

THE CREATION
Lorin was part of the initial discussion for the proposal and general presentation plans but was unable to participate in the
generation of the game itself, which had a major effect on the session. Lorin, as early technology adopter and idea generator, was
sorely missed during the inspiration phase and discussion of formats and platforms. While Tricia had successfully used the Edventure
platform (a commercial product from Green Door Labs), we had decided early on that we would incorporate both paid and free
platforms. Since neither Megan nor Tricia had much experience with other online platforms, we decided to omit that section of the
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presentation. But with Lorin back in the game (pun intended), we will be working towards including this in our game's future
"expansion pack."
We initially planned to create a Choose Your Own Adventure-style game, but when working through our process of
gamification, we realized that game was not a good match. Choose Your Own Adventure games tend to act in a linear fashion, and
our gamification process is recursive and requires associative thinking. It's a messy process, not well represented by the logical
branching structure of the Choose Your Own Adventure-style game. Instead, our game needed to provide players with multiple
options visible, so players could make connections between seemingly unrelated concepts/game parts. We wanted to enable
participants to create a unified game from a mashup of different game parts, which led us to the idea of a deck-building game.

Figure 1: Simplified Gamification Process

Knowing what our game would not be, led us to review our learning outcomes and what we wanted our game to provide
the players. Due to time constraints, we decided to cover only three aspects of gamification: theme, gameplay/action, and win
condition. Aspects not discussed in this presentation: formats and platforms, incorporating assessment, and breaking down learning
outcomes within the ACRL Framework. Our learning outcomes included having participants think about gamification differently,
as something fun to explore without worrying about technical details, leaving empowered to try gamification at their own institutions.
We also wanted them to have time with other interested people to talk about themes and games they liked and brainstorm game ideas
together. And finally, we wanted them to have fun.
When looking at gamifying the process, we also realized we wanted to make it more of a game than a simple gamification.
While using "game" and "gamification" interchangeably throughout the presentation (and this paper), these are two very different
concepts. We decided we wanted our session to be a game, not a gamified learning experience, meaning we didn't want the session
to be about the imparting of information or content with game mechanics applied to it. Instead we wanted the rules and
gameplay/action to be a learned process or set of skills that are applicable outside of the game. For our presentation, playing the
game by the rules and finding the best way to do so would be a simplified and enjoyable version of the type of analysis and thinking
that is necessary to successfully gamify a learning experience, and we did not want the whole of it to resemble any specific game.
This ended up taking our instructor-led game session somewhere into the gray pool of uncertainty between a gamified learning
experience and a stand-alone game.
But this was not the end of our process, which relied heavily on our understanding of design thinking—not being afraid to
try out new ideas, multiple iterations with assessment and feedback, and using all information to create a fun final product. After
brainstorming themes, game components and learning outcomes, we worked through the game and how to play it—Tricia designing
the game and verbalizing it, and Megan exploring how to unify the parts of the game. This occasionally got incredibly silly, both of
us having a great time playing with thematic elements and Megan constantly trying to understand what Tricia was thinking. We
went through multiple drafts to detail out each piece, checked in with our copyright librarian, and then tried it out and ruthlessly
examined what we'd created, eventually deciding to change themes (from Jaws to the X-Files). Additional testing on willing
colleagues led us to further changes, including removing some randomizing elements, re-ordering the rounds in Part 1, setting better
time limits for each part of the game and simplifying instructional elements to ease game play for participants.
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THE GAME
Cards for the three rounds covering aspects of gamification (theme, gameplay/action, and win condition) were earned in
part one of the game. Only the earned cards were available to help complete part two of the game—the final brainstormed gamified
project. The winning project won through audience acclaim.
Our game had three parts:
•
•
•

Three timed rounds of deck-building,
Brainstorming with the team to come up with a rough game outline, and
Explaining the game for judging by the audience.

Part 1, Round 1 began with an exploration of possible themes. Teams earned a Scully and Mulder #twinning theme card
for every movie/show/video game they were able to guess from hearing the theme music. For ourselves, we have found starting
with themes to be fun, a way to play with possibilities without worrying about the learning outcomes or the gameplay. Testing our
game on colleagues and friends also proved that this was the best round to start with—the excitement of guessing the correct
movie/show/game title from the musical theme was an easy entry into the game and created a positive learning environment where
active learning can take place.
Part 1, Round 2 was a way to introduce the concept of a “win condition” (i.e., how to win the game) by earning Mulder
cards through brainstorming games that use a given win condition. On the back of each Mulder card was a short description of a
way to win a game or a round within a game. To keep a card, the team had to brainstorm two games that were won in that manner
and write them on the back of the card. This provided people with the chance to think about the concept of the win condition outside
of the construct of any specific game, but then give that condition context. It also created an opportunity to think of multiple types
of games in any format—board games, video games, card games, and games played on paper—to expand the game possibilities for
each team.
Part 1, Round 3 provided a chance for team members to analyze and break down the actions in a game. Teams earned
Scully cards by describing the action(s) in a turn or round of known games. On the back of each Scully card was the title of a game.
Without looking at the card, one team member (the guesser) held it to their head, and other teammates described how to play the
game so the guesser could deduce the name of the game being described. Teams could only keep the cards that were guessed
correctly. This was very deliberately our last round, as we did not want players to be limited by games we listed on the Scully cards
when thinking about earning Mulder or #twinning cards, and we wanted them prepared to start Part 2 thinking about all the parts of
their own game. By breaking down games into components, participants were able to better grasp the parts of a game instead of the
game as a whole. For example, when playing Clue, gameplay/action consists of collecting clues as actions in order to guess the
murderer. This is the aspect we wanted participants to focus on, not the game as whole.
Part 2 consisted of a 12-minute break for teams to brainstorm their own game ideas based on the cards they earned. Teams
were given an "X-File dossier" with a learning outcome, questions for guidance, and space for at least one each of the cards they'd
earned—their chosen theme, win condition, and action(s) that they would use to construct their game. Because of time constraints,
we provided not only the learning outcome, but broke it down into component parts to help players move into game construction
more quickly. Learning outcomes focused on library instruction, training, and orientation. Knowing this to be a messy process, we
walked around the room, suggesting that teams lay all their cards out in front of them so that they could mix and match different
themes to different game conditions to different actions to try out multiple options.
Teams then presented their game ideas in Part 3. And the variety of game themes, game actions, and ways to win were
astounding—examples included a quest to explore the Hogwarts library where Hermoine Granger had to match citations to library
resources; an Olympics card game explaining the CRAAP website credibility test using a deck of cards with websites, and anyone
who drew the "doping" card was immediately kicked out of the game; a Mission Impossible timed game where scholarly articles
had to be located in time or the library "exploded." The winning game (by audience acclaim) was an orientation game based on the
television show The Golden Girls, where students researched a cheesecake recipe from St. Olaf College, found the book on the shelf,
and checked it out at the Circulation Desk. The team even adapted the theme song from "Thank you for being a friend" to "Thank
you for being our friend."

SUCCESS!
Every team was able to come up with a rough game outline by the end of Round 2, but this was not the only way we
measured success. Everyone also seemed to have a lot of fun, and to be excited about other teams' game ideas. Additionally, in the
short question/discussion time after, individuals began bringing up even more game ideas. One player suggested using the RADAR
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test to assess website credibility with a "Battleship"-style gameboard to teach students to look for specific features on the website,
noting a similarity in theme and title that could be parlayed into a way to teach a difficult set of skills. Another suggested using the
game we'd created to teach other concepts in the classroom – something we had not yet considered. And by the end of the session,
team members were excitedly talking about the ideas they heard and trading business cards. Our hope is that people stay in touch
and begin to create a community of gamify-ers...and that we all meet again at upcoming conferences!

MOVING FORWARD
We are currently planning an "expansion pack" for our deck-building game, including new gameplay to cover platforms
and formats, incorporating assessment, and breaking down learning outcomes within the ACRL Framework. Formats and platforms
will include multiple types of analog games (card, physical, board, RPG) and online platforms such as text-based Choose Your Own
Adventure platforms like Google Forms, Inform7 and Twine, PowerPoint slide decks based on Jeopardy and Who Wants to be a
Millionaire, and web-based and mobile friendly platforms such as Edventure and Unity. Incorporating assessment will include how
to create in-or-out-of-game assessment instruments that can be easily graded to meet institutional needs or used to get feedback on
the game itself. And breaking down learning outcomes will include deconstruction and scaffolding the outcomes using Bloom's
Taxonomy, as well as grounding them within the ACRL Framework. We are looking forward to the challenge of expanding and
modifying our game to include these new rounds! Finally, we can't thank Marlinda (our LOEX volunteer for the session) and
everyone who attended our session enough—you made it a wonderful experience for us.
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APPENDIX A
Quotes from our Game Testers and LOEX Participants:

•

I heard the X-Files music and had to see what was happening.

•

This was my favorite session of the LOEX conference, thank you!

•

I want to go and make this game right now!

•

Can you help me gamify some Copyright presentations, tailored for specific audiences?

•

Do you have any extra copies of the game to take home?
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